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RKiVIAKKS/AkCUMENTS 
In view of Ibc following remarks, rccxamimilion and reconsideration of this applieaiion, 
wirhdrnvvnl of the rejections, and formal ncUiiication of ihc allowalnlily of all claims as presented 
are carneslly solicited, Claims K3,5-i2. 1 7-2 L 23, 25-32, 37-^11, 43 and 45-52 are pending. In 
rei>ponsc lo ihe Ofllee Action. Applieanls respect lully trnvcrse the pending rejections as 
indicated herein. Accordingly, it is believed that the pending claims dellne patentable subject 
mailer over ihe references cited by the Hxaminer and notice to such effect is requested at the 
Rxamincr's carHcst convenience. 

Claim Rejections -35 IJ.wS.C, §103 

Cliwm /, 6-9. 2 A 26-29, 41 ami 46-49 

rhc onice Action indicates that Claims 1 , 6-9. 2 1 . 26-29. 4 1 . and 46-49 are rejected 
under 35 U.SX\ S103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent Application No. 2003/0169460 to 
Liao er, oL ('^Liao'*), Claims K 2K and 41 (and Claims 6-9, 26-29, and 46-49 depending 
rcspeclively therefrom) recite a system, method, and computer program product, respectively, 
capable of vLsu;div rcnreseniinu the remiired i>anchvi<ith for Iranstnitting and receiving 
signals on the current communications system in addition to the avaiiabic bandwidth of the 
current communications system. Therefore, Claims 1,21, and 41 recite that embodiments of the 
present invenlitm are capable ofdclcnnining and displaying a band^ idth that is required to 
transmit signals via the current communications system relativi? to the bandwidth that is 
eur^ntlv available via the current communications system. 

rhc Onice Action includes an admission that "Uao does not specifically disciosc 
wherein the display is further capable of visuaHy representing the rcnuircd handwidtii for 
tranxmitiini! and receiving signals on llic current communications system/* ITovvevcr, the 
OHice Action further slates tluii: ^^ii would have been obvious to a j-Ksrson skilled in the ait at the 
lime the invention was made to modify Liao to display the bandwidth determined necessary 
to transmit and receive signals , as i.iao teaches catculaling the bandwidth needed to transmit 
and receive \o and from a communication system/' 

2ono 
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I lowever, Liao teaches away from the dixniav of the required bandwidlli Tor 
Iransmilting nnd receiving signals on the current communications system prior Ut modifvinu 
oonimiintcationj; therewith, Spccificalty, there is no reason (or the system disclosed in IJao to 
dtsnlav the required bandwiUlh for Iransmilting and receiving sigiicds on tlic current 
communicuiions sysicm Drn>r to modifvint* communications therewith , because IJao discloses 
that the system pcrlorms an algorithm to allocate bandwidth among competing applications and 
may "aulumalically select for [ bandwidth ] upgrade the application that is most active in 
biindvvidth usage." ^SVc Liao at paragraph 0054. Thus, Liao leaches away iVom displaying the 
required bandwidth (relative to the available bandwidth, Jbr example) since the required 
bandwidth determination is disclosed in Liao as an intermediate step that leads to the 
"automiitic^^ alh)e;tlion of bandwidth amonij' eompeiiiiii annlications . 

The Ofiice Action further alleges thai njolivaiion to modify Liao may be inferred lis 
follows: I'his is bcncticial tn that inanq?>l adtostmcnt of bandwidth usage can be determined 
by the visual display."' I lowever, Liao specifically teaches away from manual adjustment of 
b:indwidth uxogc , Liao disclojics thot "the cellular phone may automaticaHv select for upgrade 
the application that is most active in bandwidth usage." In other cmbodimenis. Liao discloses 
that suitable screen may pop up listing the currently running applications and prompting the 
asc r to select one of the annlications for a bandvvidtli upgrade " Set! Liao, at paragrnph 0054. 
In both of these disclosed embodiments, however, Liao includes no obieetivc teaching for 
disphiying the required bandwidth Ibr iransmilting and receiving signals, and instead 
repeatedly discloses various concepts for selecting an ^''application^* (either ''automatically'' or 
via u user selection of such an application) fur an allocation of additional bandwidth and 
updating a display to indicate the additional barnhvidth made available hy such an 
allocation . See Liao, at paragraph t)055. Thus, Liao teaches away from the "beneliciar' aspects 
of the proposed modification to Liao that results in the pending rejections of independent Claims 
\,2\, and 41 and further contains no objective leaching or suggestion to display the "required 
bandwidth" Ibr transmitting and receiving signals via a current communications sysiem. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the rejections of Claims 1, 2L and 41 arc the resuh of 
the improper use of hindsight lo modify Liao in light of the disclosure of the present application. 
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The Federal Circuit hcis rcpcalctlly warned against using The applicant's disclosure as a bUieprint 
for reconslruelinii: Ihe ekumed invention o\it of isolnled leachings in the prior ail. See, e.g. Grain 
rruccssiii^i Corp. v. American Minzc^rroduas, S40 F.2d 902, 907, 5 USPQ2d 1788. 1792 (Fed. 
Cir. i 988). Furthermore, llie Federal Circuit has also held that '^thc mere fact thai references can 
be combined or modilied docs not render the rcsuUant combination obvious unless the prior art 
also suggests the desirability ol the combination;' See MPFF §2143.01 (Jl). citing In rc Mills, 
yiO F.2d 680, 16 l)SPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Applicants further point out that prior ai1 
reference must be considered in its entirely, i.e. as a whole , including porlior)s th;^t would lead 
away from the claimed invention;' Sec MPHP §2143.01 (VI), citing W.L Gore Asxocicj/t\\\ 
inc. V. Gcfrhck Inc.. 72! r.2d 1540, 220 IJSPQ 303 (Fed. Cin 1983). A.s discussed herein. Liau 
docs not tench or suggest the desirability of displaying the mmired bandwidth for 
<ransini<itn<> and receiving signals on the current communications system, and more 
particularly Ibeuses on the desirability of tracking the bandwidth usage of currenily active 
applications so as to seku^t one of the applications for an rtufomatic bandwidth upgrade 
(thereby nctiatini* the dcsirahilitv ordisplayintz the minimi bandwidth relative to an 
available bandwidth lo aid a user in a manual ad justment of bandwidth usage). 

Thus, for at least the reasons stated above. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
pending rejections of Claims U 21, and 41 (and Claims 6-9, 26-29, and 46-49 depending 
respectively therefrom) under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) arc improper, and that Claims K 21, and 41 
(and Claims 6-9, 26-29, and 46-49 depending respectively therefrom) are patentable over Liao. 

Chims 3, I /> 3L 43 and 5! 

Claims 3. I 23, 3 L 43 and 51 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
obvious over I.iao in view of M.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0048624 to Ko C'Ko"). The 
Applicants respectfully submit that. Claims 3, 11,23,31, 43 and 5 K all of which depend from at 
least one of Claims 1,21, and 41, are patentable for at least the reasons Slated above vvith respect 
to Claims 1,21, and 41. In this regard, Ko also fails to icaeh or suggest the delermination and 
display of the rccinircd bandwidth for transmitting and receiving signals on the current 
communications system prior tn niodifvhig communications therewith as recited by 
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independent Claims 1,21 and 41 such th«it any combination oPLiao and Ko likcvviiic liiilii lo 
Icaeh or suggest arneadcd independent t'laims 1 . 21 and 4 1 , :ls well as Claims 3, I 1 , 23. 3 L 43 
and 51 that depend theretroni. 

Claims 5, 25. and 45 

Claims 5. 25, and 45 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(iO a:^ being obvious over 
r.iao in view oflJ.S. Patent No. 6.50iJ70 to Arscnault e{ (r/A(^V\rsenaull"). The Applicants 
respectfully submit thai Claims 5. 25, and 45, which depend from Claims L 2 1 . and 4 1 » 
respectively, arc patentable for at least the reasons stated above with respect to Claims 1,21, and 
41. In this regard, Arsenault also fails to teach or suggest the dctcnninalioii and display of the 
rciiuircd bandwidth for transmitting and reccivin*,!; signals on the current communications 
system prior in modifying coninninicaticms therewith as recited by independent Claims K 21 
and 4 1 such that any combiniilion of 1 .i:io and Arsenault likewise fails to teach or suggest 
amended indeixndeni Claims K 2 1 and 4K as well as the claims that de|>end Therefrom. 

Claims 10, 30, and 50 

Claims 10, 30, and 50 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Liao in view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0071081 lo Roscnlled rilosenlled"). The 
Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 10, 30, and 50, which depend from Claims L 21, and 
41 , respectively, are patentable ibr at least the reasons slated above with respect to Ciaitns 1,21, 
and 4 1 . In this regard, Rosenlled also fails lo teach or suggest the determination and display of 
the reuuircd bandwidth for transmitting and receiving signals on the current communications 
system prior to fnodifving communiaUions therewith as recited by independent Claims 1,2) 
and 41 such thnt any combination of Liao and Roscnfled likewise fails to leach or suggest 
independent Claims 1,21 and 4 1 , as well as the claims that depend therefrom. 

Claims J 5, 35, and 55 

Claims IS. 35. and 55 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being ol>vjous over 
Liao in view of Ko and further in view of Rosenlled. i hc Applicants resi>ectfully submit that 
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Claims 15, 35, and 55, which depend Irom Claims K 21, and 41, rcspccUvcly, arc patentable for 
ill Icasl the reason*; staled above with respect to Claims K 21, and 41 . In this regard, neither Ko 
nor Roscjilled teaches or suggests the detcmninalion and display oClhe rccmircd bandwidth for 
Iraiisjmilling and receiving signals on the current communications system prior to modifyio^ 
commuiiicalions therewilh as recited by iiKlepcndcnt Claims 1,21 and 41 such that any 
combination of Liao. Ko and Roscntled likewise fails to leach or suggest independent Claims I . 
21 and 41, as well as the claims thai depend therefrom. 

Claims 12, 32, and 52 

Claims 12, 32, and 52 have been rejecled under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
I .iao in view ofKo and further in view of U,S. Patent No. 5,630,1 50 to Zancho CV.ancho'*). The 
Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 12, 32, and 32, which depend from Claims 1, 21, and 
4 K respectively, are patentable for at least the reasons stated above with respect to Claims 1,21, 
and 41 . In This regard, Zancho also fails lo teach or suggest the determination and display of the 
retiuirccl bandwidth for transmitting and receiving signals on the current communications 
syslcm prior lo mocHfying comnmnications therewith as recited by independent Claims 1,21 
and 41 such that any combination of l.iao, Ko and /ancho likewise (ails to teach or suggest 
independent Clainvs 1.21 and 4K as well as the claims that depend therefrom. 

Cliium 16, 36^ and 56 

Claims 16, 36, and 56 have been rejected under 35 l ).S\C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Liao in view of Ko and furlhcr in view of Roscnfcld and further in view of Zancho. The 
Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 16, 36, and 56, which depend from Claims L 21, and 
A 1 , respectively, are patentable for at least the reasons stated above with respect to Claims 1,21, 
and 41. In this regard, none of Ko, Rosenfeld and Zancho teaches or suggests the determination 
and display of the required bandwidth for Iransmitling and receiving signals on the current 
communications system nriorto modifying communications therewith as recited by 
independent Claim.s K 21 and 41 such that any combination of Liao, Ko, Koscnlled and Zancho 
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likewise fails to teach or suggest independent Claims 1,21 and 41, as well tis the claims ibiU 
depend therefrom. 

Claims 17, If}, 37, iwd 3H 

Claims 17, 1 37, and 38 have been rejccied under 35 U.S,C. § H)3(a) as heing obvious 
over l.iao in view of U.S. Paieni No. 6.233.469 lo Waianabe (;*Watnnabc"). In response to the 
Applicanls' previous Iravcrse ol'lhese rejeelions, llie Ol llcc Action states that ^1ioth [Liao and 
Walanabej disclose displayini» data to users> on a portable commtmications device, therefore it 
would have been obvious to a person oi" ordinary skill in the art to modify Liao to include the 
teachings ol' Walanabe, as il would provide a user with a better view of the display during calls/' 
Applicants respecliiilly disagree and assert that neither i.iao nor Walanabe, nor the t*enenil 
knowicd«;c of a person xkilicd in the art, iiicltules a specific tcachini!. motivation, or 
siigacstion to cotnhinc the tcaehinii'S of mdividiiiil items of prior art , as is required for an 
obvio\Jsncss rejection under §103. 

The Applicants note that the l-cderal Circuit has consistently slated that a iinding of 
obviousness requires a specific teaching, motivation^ or suggestion U> combine the te;icliii|gs 
of iiulivhhiol items of prior art . See, e.g.. In Re SangSu Lei\ No. 00- 1 1 58 ( Fed. Cir. January 
1 8, 2002) ( factual gtiestion of motivation to combine is material to patentability and could not 
be resolvcil on stihiective belief and iiniinown authority) : (J.R. Ban/, Inc. v. M3 SyslemS', Inc., 
157 l*.3d 1340, 1352 (I ed. Cir. 1998) f a showing of a suggestion, <caching, or motivation to 
combine is an essential evidcntiarv component of an obviousness lu)lding); In re Frifdn 972 
l\2d 1260, 1265 (Fed, Cir. 1992) (K.\amincr can salisiy burden of obviousness in light of 
combination only by showing some objective leaching leading to the combinaiion): and In rc 
Fine, 837 F.2d 107U 1075 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (eviclence of teaching or suggestion essential to 
avoid hindsight) . 

The oaly alleged "objective leaching'' presented in ihe Ollice Action is that the profxised 
combinaiion "would provide a user wiUi a belter view of the display during calls.'' This 
advajitage is only suggestive of the proposed combination of the cited references when viewed 
in light of the disclosure of the present application. Such a '^suggestion'' requires the use of 
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improper hindsight . For example, the Fact lhal the apparatus disclosed in Waliinabe provides a 
user with a better view of the display during calls does ni>L on its own, Auai>Ciiit t he dcsinnbiNty 
of the cornhinalion of Wutaiiahc^s rciu hines with that of l aa» , as Liao teaehcs lhal "the 
cclUjIar phone may automaticaltv select for upgrndc the application thai is most active in 
bandwidth usage." See I.ioo, ot paragraph 0054. Thus, Watanabe contains no suggestion of the 
desirability of tracking bandwidth at all (as it is concerned only with the visibility of the display 
while Ihc terminal is in use), and I Jao suggests lhal bandwidth tracking should result in the 
automatic xdeetion of an anpiiealion that is most active in bandwidti) usage for a bandwidth 
reallocation (thereby negating the need \o vievv Ihc display, as such bandwidth tracking and 
reallocation may be transparent to a user). I he only suggestion of the desirability of the 
combintUion of a visible display and the traekitig and display of bandwidth comes Iront the 
disch>sijre of the present anph'enlion which is concerned with displaying an indication of a 
bandwidth available on a current connntinications system. As stated herein, the Federal Circuit 
has repeatedly warned against using the applicant's disclosure as a blueprint for reconstructing 
the claimed invention out of isolated teachings in the prior ait. See, e.g. Grain Processing Corp. 
V. American Maizc-Producis. S40 lv2d 902, 907. 5 lJSl>02d 1788. 1792 (Ted. Cir. 1988). 

Thus, for at least the reasons stated above. Applicants respeclliilly submit that neither 
Liao nor Watanabe, alone or in combination, teach or suggest the combination of their individual 
teachings and therefore, that the pending rejections of Claims 17 and 37 under 35 U.S.C« § 103(a) 
are improper. Applicants, further respectfuHy submit that the rejections of Claims 18 and 38, 
depending from Clainis 17 and 37. are also improper Jbr at least the reasons staled above. 

Chiints 19 and 39 

iixaminer has rejected Chiims 19 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over 
Liao in view ofKo and further in view of Watanabe. The Applicants respeetrully submit that 
Claims 19 and 39, which depend iVom Claims 1 7 and 37, respectively, are palcjitabie for at least 
the iXNisons stated above with respect to Claims 17 and 37. More speeilleally, because the 
propo.sed combination of Liao and Watanalx* is improper, any combination of Liao, Ko and 
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Walanabe lo rcjocl Claims 10 and 39 is likewise improjier as neilluT Liao nor WaUinabc- leach or 
svigyesi (he combinaliuii oriheir individiiai tcochings. 

Claims 20 and 40 

l-xaminer has rejected Claims; 20 and 40 iindcT 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
l.iao in view ofArscnauli and I'lirihcr in view of Walanabc. The Applieants respecrftilly submit 
that Claims 20 and 40, vvhich depend iTom Chnms 17 and 37, respectively, are patenlahle for at 
least the reasons stated above with respect to Claims 17 and 37. More specifically, because Uic 
propO!>cd combination o1 l .iao and Watanabe is improper, any combination of Liao, Arsenatilt 
and Watanabe to reject Claims 10 and 39 is likewise improper as neither Liao nor Wattmabe 
leach or sugi;cst the combination of their individual teachings. 

c<>n<:lijsion 

Jn conclusion, Liao, Watanabe, Ko, Kosenlled, Arsenaull, and /^ncho, alone or in 
combiniUion, do not ie;K'b, suggest, or provide motivation Tor the embodiments of the present 
invention, as claimed in Cluims K 17,21,37, and41,and theclainis depending therefrom. 
Accordingly, in view of the above dilTcrcnccs between tlic Applicants' invention and ihe cited 
reference, the Applicant submits that the present invention^ as dciined by the pending claims, is 
patentable over Ihe references cited in the Oliice Action. As such, lor the reiisons set Ibrlh 
above, the pending claims are believed lo be in coiulilion ibr immediate allowance and notice to 
such effect is respectfully requested at the lixomincr's earliest opportunity. 

It is not believed that extensions of time or fees for net addition of claims are required, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. 
However, in ihe event that additional extensions of tioK iirc necessary' to allow consideration ol' 
this paper, such extensions are hereby ixMitioncd under 37 <;FK v<1 .136(a), and any fee required 
therefore (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorized to he charged to Deposit 
Account No. 16-0605. 
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